Dr. Paine and Dr. Carpenter. by Forbes, John
301
systematic and general violation of the
law.
We are willing to furnish the new Associa-
tion with two or three examples, for the pur-
pose of intimating to them the real character
of their definition of the trade of a " CHEMIST
AND DRUGGIST."
Take, for instance, a Society of Tavern
Keepers. What would be said if the defini-
tion of a licensed victualler was given ill the
by-laws in the following words? " He is
" a person who has been regularly appren-
ticedto, or educated by, a licensed publican,
" and does not PPUFFSS to act as a smug-
" gler or a vendor of contraband sI1:irits."
Take for example a Club of Law-sta-
tioners : - 11 A law-stationer is a person
&deg;‘ who has been regularly apprenticed to, or
" educated by, an engrosser on parchments
"or a scrivener, and who does not PRO
" FESS to act as an attorney or solicitor."
Or an example from the Philanthropic
Light-fingered Society :-" A light-fingered
" gentleman is a person who has been ap-
" prenticed to a regular conveyancer, and
" who does not PROFESS to act as a pick-
" pocket in the public streets." .
These illustrations may be sufficient for
the present. The Society may learn from
them that men must be estimated by their
deeds and not by their professions. Where-
fore we say to the new Association, that if
they honestly and faithfully intend that che-
mists and druggists should no longer con-
tinue to inflict countless injuries upon the
community by systematic and open violations
of the law, they will, forthwith, amend the
statutes of the Society, and intimate to their
fraternity throughout the empire, that the
business which they can lawfully transact
consists in the vending and- preparing of
drugs and medicines by wholesale or retail.
There are two broad paths clearly open
before the new Association, the one leading
to high and exalted ground, upon which they
may erect a splendid monument of honour
and utility ; the other taking a rapid down-
ward course, and offering to its pursuer.
little else than discomfiture and degradation.
Earnestly do we hope that the selection
made by the Society will be characterised bytrue wisdom.
DR. PAINE AND DR. CARPENTER.
JOHN FORBES.
WE have been requested by Dr. Forbes
to give insertion to the following para-
graph :-
" Dr. Martin faine, of New York, in a
pamphlet recently published by him, and ex-
tensively circulated (gratuitously) both in
this country and America, having accused
Dr. William Carpenter, of Bristol, of pla-
giarism from Dr. Channing, in a review of
John Hunter, published some years since in
the " British and Foreign Medical Review,"
I feel it due to Dr. Carpenter to state thus
publicly, and in the most unequivocal terms,
that Dr. Carpenter did not write the review
in question.
London, Nov. 20,1S41.
PLAGIARISMS FROM CHANNING’S
LIFE OF MILTON,
IN DR. FORBES’S " BRITISH AND FOREIGN
MEDICAL REVIEW."
UNFOUNDED CHARGE OF PLAGIARISM
AGAINST DR. CARPENTER.
DR. W. B. CARPENTER, of Bristol, has for-
warded to us for publication the following
" Copy of a Letter," addressed by him " to
Professor Dunglison, of Philadelphia, in re-
ference to certain charges made against Dr.
Carpenter, by Dr. Martin Paine, Professor
of the Institutes of Medicine in the Univer-
sity of New York," in his " Examination of
Reviews," contained in the " British and
Foreign Medical Review," and the " Medico-
Chirurgical Review" of Dr. Paine’s work,
entitled " Medical and Physiological Com-
mentaries," published recently at New
York :-
" Bristol, Nov. 16, 1841.
" My dear Sir,&mdash;Having just received
from Dr. Paine a copy of his" Examination"
of the Critique on his Medical and Physio-
logical Commentaries, which appeared in
the April number of the " British and Fo-
reign Medical Review," I find, to my great
surprise, that Dr. P. has thought himself
justified,-not only in singling me out as the
author of it, and in animadverting upon
what he considers to be its misrepresenta-
tions, as if they were mine (thereby attempt-
ing to make that a matter of personal discus-
sion between us, for which the editor of the
Review holds himself responsible),--but also
in fixing upon me a charge of literary pla-
giarism, which is calculated, if I allow it to
remain uncontradicted, to do great injury to
